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ABSTRACT : o

" This chech}ist was prepared as an aid to evaluators,
funding agents, clients, members of program staff about to be
evaluated, and pertinent audiences in planning, preparing, and
reviewing contracts for conducting evaluation studies. It contains
neither a set of "how to" procedures for constructing contracts, nor
a‘discussion of the many technical, administrative, political, legal,
and _ethical issues concerned with evaluation contracting; it merely
provides a list; of questions and possible options to be considered
when dealing with evaluation contracts. Sections include: (1) .
fnitiating the Contract; (2) Contract Contents; and (3) Monitoring
and Evaluating Contract Work. In any given instance, some of the
questions in this checklist may be either irrelevant or addressed
through other means (e.g. standard agency procedures) and so should
be disregarded. For example, some of the items listed in Section 2:
Contract Contents are often included in evaluation agreements by
reference to existing agency documents. Provided, however, is a

_ ,comprehensive list of reminders in a format usable by both technical
and lay groups. For those interested in more detailed discussions of
avaluation contracting, a short reading list is ‘provided at the end
of the checklist. (Author/GK) ’
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THE CHECKLIST
The purpose of this checklist 1s to aid evaluators, funding agents, -
clients, members of program staff about to be evaluated, and pertinent
audiences in planning, preparing, and reviewing contracts for conduct\ng .
evaluatiln studies. e
This checklist contains ne\ther a set of "how to" procedures for
constructing coﬁtracts, nor a d\scusswn of the many technfcal, admini- .
strative, poht\cav, legal, and ethical \SSuES concerned with evaluation
’ contracting. This  document merely provides a list of questions and
possible options to be cons:dered when.dealing with evaluatn contracts.
In any given instance, some of the questions n this checklist will be
either irrelevant or addressed through other means (e.g. standard agency
procedures) and so should be disregarded. For example, some of the items
1isted in Section II: Contract Contents are often included in evaluation
agreements by reference to existing agency documents. This checklist does
provide, however, a comprehensive °checklist of reminders n a format
usable by both technical and lay groups. For those \nterested n more
detailed discussions of evaluation contracting, a short v-eading list is ..
provided at the end of the check list.
__,Lmaenes,—queet—%enh—or—?uggﬁﬁms—fnfﬁmpmvement—cf—this chetkiist
» should be directed to Nick L. Smith,‘Director, Research on Evaluation
Program, Northwest Regional Cducational Laboratory, 300 S. W. Sixth
Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97204,

ERIC .,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: .




I. Initiating the Contract

Selection

of”Eialuator

1. IS AN-INTERNAL OR EXTERNAL EVALUATOR MORE

2. WHAT

APPROPRIATE?

consider cost
credibility
objectivity
availability of qualified personnel

-

CRITERIA ARE TO BE USED IN SELECTING

THE EVALUATOR OR EVALUATION FIRM?

»

consider formal training

general experience

specific experience with programs
like the one to be evaluated

quality and timeliness of previous
work ‘

institutional qualifications

general evaluation approach or
philosophy ..

quality of submitted proposal or
study synopses

3. WHAT: PROCEDURES ARE TO BE USED TO SELECT
FVALUATOR OR EVALUATION FIRM?

-

ERIC
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consider review of persqnnel vitas
review of past work

interviews with previous clients and
program staff evaluated

review of submitted proposal or
study synopses (use of blind

‘review?)

use of review panel

NOTES




. - NOTES
Type of Contract N

-

4, 1S A CONTRACT OR FORMAL AGREEMENT REQUIRED
OR DESIRED? :

.
’

-- consider need for explicit statement
of expectations . )
' ~-- monitorable agreement - .
-- legal basis for recourse

5, HOW WILL THE CONTRACT BE AWARDED?

Sole Source - single contractor identified
on basis of ‘previous knowledge of quali-
fications

Synopsis  Review Approach - sheltered
competition 1n  which contractor s
selected from small group of bidders on
basis of brief statements of proposed
study design and bidder qualifications -

. .
Request for Proposals (RFP) - contractor
selected on basis of submitted proposals
. 1n open competition for contract
-- consider legal constraints against
use of sole source or synopsis review y
procedures:
-- cost
-- known availability of qualified
bdders, a4 - ,
-~ time available to award.contract
-- possible charges of bias in selection
process ] .
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., 6. HOW IS THE CONTRACT AWARDING PROCESS TO
BE MANAGED?

. Py -
consider standard agency contracting
policies<and procedures

appropriate institutional sign-offs
timing of ‘process vis a vis timing
of evaluation

confidentiality of proposals/

‘synopses

identification of bidders

equality of bidder communication
(should there be a bidders confer-
ence?)

use 2f a proposal review panel

consider contents of RFP or synopsis

solicitption:

- description of program to be
evaluated

- description of purpose and con-
text of desired study

- statement of expected evaluation
products and available resources

.~ constraints (if any) on evalua-
tion

- review process and criteria for
selecting contractor

consider whether the contracting
process encourages consideration of
cost-effective, high utility alter-
natives

NOTES
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* Negotiation of Contract s

. 7. gmg THE PRIMARY NEGOTIATORS BEEN IDENTI-
FIED? . - .

-- identify formal, legal® represcata- -
tives of evaluator and funding :
agency . 1

?

/ -- consider consultation with other

“ interested and affected parties:

- - clients

- staff to be evaluated

- public audiences and citizen
groups -

8. IS THE TIMING OF THE NEGOTIATION PROCESS
APPROPRIATE GIVEN THE TIMING OF THE
EVALUATION STUDY? ,

1]

o
. -- consider evaluation lead time re-
quired for instrument development
-- sampling and treatment assignment
-- ¢ollection of background data

»

v 2 2

-

° 9, HAVE APPROPRIATE _PROCEDURES FOR —THE— —— —~ 7 ¢
- —NEGUTTATION PROCESS BEEN ESTABLISMED?

-- consider standard agency or evalua-

© tor procedures

-- standard 1e¢1;a1 procedures

-- confidential and non-coercive proce-
dures

-- consider procedures for determining
topics to be regotiated:
- work costs
- scope’of work .
- "contract contents

-- consider mutually agreed upon time
and resource limits for negotiation
process

-- procedures for termination of nego-

tiations |
-- selection of alternative bidders - Yoe

Q ’
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II. Contract Cont:nts -

, Scope of Work “
1. SHOULD A STUDY PLAN OR DESIGN BE INCLUDED ) 4
IN THE CONTRACT?

-

-- consider inclusion of a study plan
. which indicates the general focus,
* activities, and products of 'fe
study~ . .
-- consider inclusion of a detailed
study design including® .
- purposes of study °
- obJect\ves/1ssues/quest\ons to
be addressed
major audiences -
intended use of results. ° -
study rationale
assessment of program? read\ness
- . for evaluation L
rr - monitoring of program 1mp1emen N
' tation and impact .
design logic and procedures
1ist of major activities
timeline of work . . \
insfrumentation to be deveéloped
timing and amount of data
collection (any site-visiting
plans) .
- analysis and reporting .
- minimization of evaluation
intrusiveness and reactivity

- -
2. SHOULD EVALUATION PERSONNEL AGREEMENTS
BE INCLUDED IN THE CONTRACT?
-- considar inclusion of: names of
. o actual individuals to perform the
_ "eyaluation study .
N , = time commitments of key personnel
2! - rights of personnel selection Y

- rights of performance review

- -

-t
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+ 3, SHOULD EVALUATION PRODUCTS BE SPECIFIED. ' - .
IN THE CONTRACT? - v . :

" .
-- consider inclusion of description of »
product
-- date, location, nature of delivery ,
. -- number of copies . .
- .-, review criter“ia and procedures

- N -

4, SHOULD THE EVALUATION REPORTING PROCE- .

DURES BE SPECIFIED IN THETGNTRTCT? v

-- consider inclusion of description
of report 'format and contents

-~ statement of audiences .

-- anonymity of respondents e

-- availability of backup documentatwn .

-- number of copies :

-- date, location, and pature of . -
delivery ’ ' \

-- prereview, rebuttal, and editoriaP ' N

. rights

-- report release rights

-- copyright and publication rights t 5

* -- nature of reporting formats , 5 .

N - memos . ’ -
correspondence ‘ R 2
technical reports .
non-technical reports
news releases
informal oral briefings
- formal presentations

o~

B \
‘Contract Management . - .-
. ’ 1
5. SHOULD PROCEDURES FOR MONITORING THE
EVALUATION WORK BE INCLUDED 1IN THE
CONTRACT?
-- consider inclusion of full disclo-
sure of evaluation procedures .
-- statement of work checkpoints and
deadlines .
-- personne! responsible for reviews
-- review criteria
- timeliness
- degree of completion
- technical quality . °
h - compliance with  professional :
standards

ERIC ° o
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[} re
SHOULD PROCEDURES BE SPECIFIED IN THE

CONTRACT TO INSURE ALL NECESSARY PRQTEC-

]

MENT

, respondent

TIOQQP

gonsider inclusion
covering conflicts of interest

,non-exploitation of parfies

protection of human subjects

forms clearance

informed consent and rignt of
withdrawal without

pe alty . ,

ndiscrimination

compliance with pertinent laws
confidentiality and protection of

pr\vacy .7
ata security ™
\nSurance/bond\ng of contractor

&

7. SHOULO. DETAILS CONCERNING FINANCTAL PAY-

B “INCLUDED N THE {ONTRACT?

consider  inclusion of . itemized
project budget. y )

‘statement - pf unt, timing, “and

nature of paymerts (fixed price or

. cost reimbursement)

congitions of payments v
contributed  resoufces  {computer
time, secrefarial support)

hidden or uhexpacted costs (dupli-
cation of final report)

restrictions on chargeable 1tems
overhead rates

default penalties

SHOULD PROVISJONS BE INCLUDED IN THE
CONTRACT FOR AMENDING OR AOJUDICATING
GRIEVANCES UNDER THE AGREEMENT?

of provisions

conS\der inclusion of statement of

conditions and prdcedures for - amend-

ing contract

criteria and procedures for deter-
mining contract complfance
procedures for conflict resolution
formad grievance adJudiCdt\On proce-
dures s
rights of appeal and redress :

~»
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) NOTES

9. SHOULD OTHER MISCELLANEOUS AGREEMENTS -BE
INCLUDED IN T 1

-- consider nclusion of agreements on o
site access and data access
- -- additional restrictions, if ary, on
evaludtion staff or other parties
to the agreement
-- agreemdnts concerning use of results
-- who owns the® data, how long it-
should be retained and in what form
-- yse of subcontractors
« agreements on contributed efforts or
actions of nonevaluation parties to
agreement
. -- agreements concerning use of study
for ancillary research or policy
work
-- other evaluator responsibilities
.- other client or funding agent
responsibilities

13
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2.

I11. Monitoring and Evaluating Contract Work

Monitoring Work

HAYE PROCEDURES FOR PROPER MONITORING OF
THE CONTRACT WORK BEEN SPECIFIED AND
IMPLEMENTED?

- seéiéect}on 11.5

-- consider whether peryodic management
reports are required
- procedures for charting work
progress :
- problem noti1fication procedures
- mechanisms for preservation of
client control

HAVE PROCEDURES BEEN DEVELOPED FOR MODI-
FYING WORK OR CONTRACT BASED ON DEVIATION
FROM PLAN?

. == see Sections 11.2, 11.7, 11.8

Evaluating dork

HAVE FINAL REVIEW PROCEDURES BEEN ESTAB-
LISKED TO EVALUATE THE QUALITY OF THE
COMPLETED WORK?

-- see -ections I11.7, I1.8

-- consider use of independent review
panels

-- application of professional stan-
dards

-- formal critiques of the evaluation
study (meta-evaluation)

-- re-analysis of evaluation data
{secondary data analysis)

-- public review of procedures and
findings (adversarial or community
hearings)

-- consider Pprocedures for nonpenalized

admission of error
-- self-criticism vy contract parties

14
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HAVE
SHOU
AGRE

OPTIONS FOR RECOURSE BEEN EXPLORED
LD WORK NOT COMPLY WITH CONTRACTUAL
EMENTS?

consider informal letters of 1nquiry
“formal letters of complaint

negotiated settlements

nonpayment of funds

retusal to reemploy

Jegal suit

public exposure

consider type of recourse’ apprepri-
ate for each level of deviation from
agreement

&
vJ
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READINGS CONCERNING EVALUATION CONTRACTING

Daniels, R. S., and O0'Neil, C. The reverse RFP. Educationd! Evaluation
and Policy Analysi., 1979, 1{1), 43-44,

Evaluation Res:arch Society. Standards for program evaluation. Exposure
Draft, May, 1480. -

House, E. R. [Evaluating with validrty. Beverly Hills, CA: SAGE Publi-
cations, 1930. [See Chapter 8: Fair Evaluation Agreement.)

House, E., Rivers, W., and Stufflebeam, D. An assessment of the Michigan
accountability system. Report No. 2, Evaluation Center, Western Michigan
University, Kalamazoo, Michigan, February, 1976.

Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation. Standards for
evaJuations of educational programs, projects, and materials. New York,
NY: McGraw-Hiti, 1981,

Sieber, J., E. Negotiating a program evaluation contract. California
State University, Hayward, mimeo draft, undated.

Stake, R. E. Evaluating educational programmes. Centre for Educational
Research and Innovation, Organisation of = Economic. Co-operatiom—-and
Developmént, Paris, France, 1976.

Stu}flebeam, D. A response to the Michigan Education Department's defense
of their accountability system. Evaluation Center, Western Michigan
University, Kalamazoo, Michigan, August, 1974,

Wright, W. J., and Worthen, B. R. Standards and procedures for develop-
ment and implementation of an evaluation contract. Northwest Regional
Educational Laboratory, Portland, Oregon, October, 1975. ED 127 341 (The
most extensive discussion available and the major basis for this check-
list.)
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